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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-18 have been examined. 

Specification 

2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because of minor informalities. 

> "The system and method uses rules..." on L. 4 should read "The system and 
method use rules..." 

> "The system and method includes a data..." on L. 6 should read "The system and 
method include a data ..." 

Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1-2, 4, 9-10, 16, and 18 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 

> Claim 1 recites "RFQs" on L. 9, which is an abbreviation for "Request for 
Quotes". The Examiner suggests that the Applicant recite "Request for Quotes" 
as this is the first mention in the claims. 

> Claim 2 recites "...the enterprise data sources include one or more of..." on L. 1, 
which is vague and recites to an open-ended group. The Examiner suggests that 
the Applicant recite "...the enterprise data sources include one or more data 
sources selected from the group consisting of ..." 

> Claim 4 recites "...about one or more of objects including..." on L. 1-2, which is 
vague and recites to an open-ended group. The Examiner suggests that the 
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Applicant recite "...about one or more of objects selected from the group 
consisting of ..." 

> Claim 5 recites the set of actions" on L. 3, which has no antecedent basis. 

> Claim 9 recites "...the attribute categories include..." on L. 1, which is vague and 
recites to an open-ended group. The Examiner suggests that the Applicant recite 
"...the attribute categories include attributes selected from the group consisting 
of..." 

> Claim 1 0 is objected to because it depends on rejected claim 1 . 

> Claim 16 is objected to because it depends on rejected claim 13. 

> Claim 18 recites "A machine readable medium..." on L. 1, which may be non- 
statutory. The Examiner suggests that the Applicant recite "A computer readable 
medium..." 

> Claim 18 is incomplete because Pg. 20 of the Application is missing. The 
Examiner substitutes Claim 18 with the version in the published version of this 
Application. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1-6 and 11-15, and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Khedkar (US Patent Publication Number 2002/0147695; Filed 
6/21/1999) in view of Baronwoski (US Patent Number 5,926,800; Issued 7/20/1999). 

Claim 1 

Claim 1 recites 

A computer system for ranking one or more objects having two or more attributes, comprising: 

(a) a data aggregator that integrates data from two or more enterprise data sources into an 
aggregated enterprise database; 

(b) a knowledge base generator that constructs a knowledge base by extracting at least one of 
facts and rules from the aggregated enterprise database and stores the facts and rules in a knowledge 
base database; and 

(c) a bid configurator that constructs one or more sell bid candidates for one or more target RFQs 
by using at least one inference engine and the extracted facts and rules from the knowledge base 
database. 

> Regarding claim 1 , Khedkar discloses (b) a knowledge base generator that uses 
a neural network to calculate a property value from a set of inputs that (c) 
constructs one or more property value estimates by using at least one inference 
engine and the extracted facts and rules from the knowledge base database 
(Khedkar Fig. 1-4; 1J7; 1114-26; 1J32-33; ^36). However, Khedkar does not teach 
providing a data aggregator that integrates data from two or more enterprise data 
sources. Baronowoski teaches providing (a) a data aggregator that integrates 
data from two or more enterprise data sources (Baronowoski Fig. 1 ; Col 5 L. 7- 
31 , "The system... line of credit.") -in order to accommodate and account for 
different sources of data (Baronowoski Col 3 L. 41-59, "These and other... the 
policyholder."). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Khedkar in view of Baronowski by providing a data aggregator 
that integrates data from two or more enterprise data sources. 
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Claim 2 

> Regarding claim 2, see §103 rejection for claim 1, supra, and (Baronowoski Fig. 
1 ; Col 5 L. 7-31 , "The system. .. line of credit.") -in order to accommodate and 
account for different sources of data (Baronowoski Col 3 L. 41-59, "These and 
other... the policyholder."). 

Claim 3 

> Regarding claim 3, see §103 rejection for claim 1, supra, and (Khedkar Fig. 2; 
1114-19). 

Claim 4 

> Regarding claim 4, see §103 rejection for claim 1, supra, and (Baronowoski Fig. 
1; Col 5 L. 7-31, "The system... line of credit.") -in order to accommodate and 
account for different sources of data (Baronowoski Col 3 L. 41-59, "These and 
other... the policyholder."). 

Claim 5 

> Regarding claim 5, see §103 rejection for claim 1, supra, and (Khedkar Fig. 2-4; 
1T7; U14-26; 1132-33; 1J36). 

Claim 6 

> Regarding claim 6, see §103 rejection for claim 3, supra, and (Khedkar Fig. 2; 
H14-19). 

Claim 11 

> Regarding claim 11, see §103 rejection for claim 1 , supra, and (Khedkar 1J30-36). 

Claim 12 
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> Regarding claim 12, see §103 rejection for claim 1 , supra, and (Khedkar H33-35). 

Claim 13 

Claim 13 recites 

A method of configuring one or more sell bids, comprising the steps of: 

(a) aggregating data from one or more enterprise data sources; 

(b) storing the aggregated enterprise data in an integrated database system; 

(c) extracting one or more facts useful for bid configuration from the integrated database system; 

(c) 

(d) deriving one or more rules useful for bid configuration from the integrated database system; 

(e) constructing one or more knowledge base systems by storing the facts and rules in a form 
understood by one or more inference engines; and 

(f) constructing one or more sell bid candidates for one or more target RFQs by running one or 
more facts and rules from the target RFQs and the knowledge base system to the one or more inference 
engines. 

> Regarding claim 13, Khedkar discloses a method of configuring property value 
estimation, comprising the steps of (c) extracting useful facts, (d) deriving useful 
rules, (e) constructing knowledge base systems, and (f) constructing property 
value estimations (Khedkar Fig. 1-4; fi7; 1114-26; H32-33; 1J36). However, 
Khedkar does not teach aggregating data from one or more enterprise data 
sources and storing the aggregated data. Baronowoski teaches (a) aggregating 
data from one or more enterprise data sources and (b) storing the aggregated 
data (Baronowoski Fig. 1; Col 5 L. 7-31, "The system... line of credit.") -in order 
to accommodate and account for different sources of data (Baronowoski Col 3 L. 
41-59, "These and other... the policyholder."). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Khedkar in view of Baronowski 
by aggregating data from one or more enterprise data sources and storing the 
aggregated data. 

Claim 14 
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> Regarding claim 14, see §103 rejection for claim 13, supra, and (Khedkar 1J33- 
35). 

Claim 15 

> Regarding claim 15, see §103 rejection for claim 13, supra, and (Khedkar Fig. 2; 
1114-19). 

Claim 17 

> Regarding claim 17, see §103 rejection for claim 1, supra, and (Khedkar 1J30-36). 

Claim 18 

Claim 18 recites 

A machine readable medium containing code for configuring one or more sell bids, the code 
implementing the steps of: 

(a) aggregating data from one or more enterprise data sources; 

(b) storing the aggregated enterprise data in an integrated database system; 

(c) extracting one or more facts useful for bid configuration from the integrated database system; 

(c) 

(d) deriving one or more rules useful for bid configuration from the integrated database system; 

(e) constructing one or more knowledge base systems by storing the facts and rules in a form 
understood by one or more inference engines; and 

(f) constructing one or more sell bid candidates for one or more target RFQs by running one or 
more facts and rules from the target RFQs and the knowledge base system to the one or more inference 
engines. 

> Regarding claim 18, Khedkar discloses a computer-readable medium (Khedkar 
Fig- 4; TJ7) containing code for configuring property value estimation, comprising 
the steps of (c) extracting useful facts, (d) deriving useful rules, (e) constructing 
knowledge base systems, and (f) constructing property value estimations 
(Khedkar Fig. 1-4; 1J7; 1114-26; 1J32-33; fl36). However, Khedkar does not teach 
aggregating data from one or more enterprise data sources and storing the 
aggregated data. Baronowoski teaches (a) aggregating data from one or more 
enterprise data sources and (b) storing the aggregated data (Baronowoski Fig. 1; 
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Col 5 L. 7-31 , "The system... line of credit.") -in order to accommodate and 
account for different sources of data (Baronowoski Col 3 L. 41-59, "These and 
other... the policyholder."). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Khedkar in view of Baronowski by aggregating 
data from one or more enterprise data sources and storing the aggregated data. 
6. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Khedkar (US Patent Publication Number 2002/0147695; Filed 6/21/1999) in view of 
Baronwoski (US Patent Number 5,926,800; Issued 7/20/1999) and further in view of 
Background Description. 

Claim 7 

Claim 7 recites "The system of 1 , wherein (d) the one or more sell bid candidates 
comprise one or more attribute name and value pairs, each of which belongs to one or 
more attribute categories." 

> Regarding claim 7, Khedkar discloses (b) a knowledge base generator that uses 
a neural network to calculate a property value from a set of inputs that (c) 
constructs one or more property value estimates by using at least one inference 
engine and the extracted facts and rules from the knowledge base database 
(Khedkar Fig. 1-4; 1J7; 111 4-26; 1J32-33; U36). However, Khedkar does not teach 
providing a data aggregator that integrates data from two or more enterprise data 
sources. Baronowoski teaches providing (a) a data aggregator that integrates 
data from two or more enterprise data sources (Baronowoski Fig. 1 ; Col 5 L. 7- 
31, "The system... line of credit.") -in order to accommodate and account for 
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different sources of data (Baronowoski Col 3 L. 41-59, "These and other... the 
policyholder."). 

However, Khedkar in view of Baronowoski does not teach that the one or 
more sell bid candidates comprise one or more attribute name and value pairs, 
each of which belongs to one or more attribute categories. Background 
Description of this Application teaches that (d) the one or more sell bid 
candidates comprise one or more attribute name and value pairs, each of which 
belongs to one or more attribute categories. (Background Description Pg. 2 L. 
18-22) -in order to allow the sellers to match exactly the buyers' requirements 
(Background Description Pg. 2 L. 24-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Khedkar, in view of Baronowski, and 
further in view of Background Description, by having the one or more sell bid 
candidates comprise one or more attribute name and value pairs, each of which 
belongs to one or more attribute categories. 

Claim 8 

Claim 8 recites "The system of 1 , wherein (d) the RFQs comprise one or more 
attribute name and value range pairs, each of which belongs to one or more attribute 
categories." 

> Regarding claim 8, Khedkar discloses (b) a knowledge base generator that uses 
a neural network to calculate a property value from a set of inputs that (c) 
constructs one or more property value estimates by using at least one inference 
engine and the extracted facts and rules from the knowledge base database 
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4 

(Khedkar Fig. 1-4; fl7; IP 4-26; 1132-33; 1J36). However, Khedkar does not teach 
providing a data aggregator that integrates data from two or more enterprise data 
sources. Baronowoski teaches providing (a) a data aggregator that integrates 
data from two or more enterprise data sources (Baronowoski Fig. 1 ; Col 5 L. 7- 
31 , "The system... line of credit.") -in order to accommodate and account for 
different sources of data (Baronowoski Col 3 L. 41-59, "These and other... the 
policyholder."). 

However, Khedkar in view of Baronowoski does not teach that the RFQs 
comprise one or more attribute name and value range pairs, each of which 
belongs to one or more attribute categories. Background Description of this 
Application teaches that (d) the RFQs comprise one or more attribute name and 
value range pairs, each of which belongs to one or more attribute categories. 
(Background Description Pg. 2 L. 18-22) -in order to allow the sellers to match 
exactly the buyers' requirements (Background Description Pg. 2 L. 24-25). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Khedkar, in view of Baronowski, and further in view of Background Description, 
by having the RFQs comprise one or more attribute name and value range pairs, 
each of which belongs to one or more attribute categories. 

Claim 9 

> Regarding claim 9, see §103 rejection for claim 7, supra. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua C Liu whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
6435. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30am-5:15pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Anil Khatri, can be reached on (703) 305-0282. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3900. 
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